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Chapter denying the power to enlist for service outside Aus-
	"   tralia,1 and it was held that the power sufficed to
justify detention on suspicion of disaffection,2 and regu-
lation of trading with the enemy,3 as well as the fixing
of maximum prices of bread,4 and of the date of the
termination of the war,5 or the Treaty of Peace Act,6
1919, approving the treaty with Germany, or soldier
resettlement.7 In peace it has equally been held that-
religious objections cannot be pleaded against the
power to enlist,8 and that employers may be punished
if they penalise persons called on to serve.
Immigration9 has been interpreted generously to
secure wide powers for the Commonwealth. But a per-
son genuinely connected by birth and domicile with
Australia is not subject to control.10 Deportation is also
within the powers of dealing with aliens,11 and so the
Pacific Islanders, however long settled, could be de-
ported,12 even though this involved extra-territorial
constraint, and the High Court has normally insisted
on construing narrowly the power to legislate with
extra-territorial effect.
(5) It is not surprising that so complex a constitution
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